MINUTES OF THE
AUBURN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
February 1, 2011

The regular session of the Auburn City Planning Commission was called to order on
February 1, 2010 at 6:00 p.m. by Chair Snyder in the Council Chambers, 1225 Lincoln
Way, Auburn, California.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Snyder, Spokely, Vitas & Young
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Worthington
STAFF PRESENT: Will Wong, Comrnumty Development Dir.
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Reg Murray, Senior Planner
Adrienne Graham, Cons_p_lt__ant Planner

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLIGIENCE

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
None |

PUBLIC COMMENT .

Bill Grant- 120 Awah Avenue Aubum addressed the Commission. He said he
noticed this isa pubhc hf:arin0 concemmg access to the Baltimore Ravine
SpelelC Pian and: hls comments Would be addressing that if appropriate.

: _;.'3.Cha11 Snyd '.fdirected hlm to speak during discussion about the BRSP item to
-.foliow . i

PUBLIC HEARIN G ITEMS

COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. SITE ACCESS DISCUSSION FOR THE BALTIMORE RAVINE
SPECIFIC PLAN (BRSP) AND STUDY AREA PROJECT. The
Planning Commission will provide direction to City staff regarding the
information needed to compare two alternative access alignments providing
primary access to the BRSP Project from Auburn Folsom Road. The first
alternative would be located on the west side of Auburn Folsom Road
opposite Pacific Street. The second location is also located on the west side
of Auburn Folsom Road approximately 750-feet south of the Auburn
Folsom Road/Pacific Street intersection.

ATTACHMENT 2



Planner Murray gave the staff report stating the item was 1eturned to the
Planning Commission from the City Council. On January 13" the City
Council heard the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Area project.
The Project was previously reviewed by the Planning Commission over the
course of several different hearings, either for individual issues, or more
recently on September 21% and November 16™ where the Commission
reviewed the entirety of the project, being the specific plan, the various
associated entitlements, and the environmental document.

Planner Murray noted that at the November 16" hearing the project was
forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration. Following
the Planning Commission’s action in November, an appeal of the large lot
map as well as the environmental document was sublmtted

On January 13" the City Council met; took pubhc testlmony, and reviewed
the project. The Council’s action on January 13" was to deny the appeal for
the environmental impact report and the Jarge lot tentative map, and to table
the discussion on the project pendmg review:of .access alternatives 4 and 5.
The Planning Commission was (o return a ‘recommendation to the Council
relative to those two access optlons '

Planner Murray stated that staff wanted to idéntify for the Commission the
type of information that was gomg to-be provided for the Commission’s
review of theissue, and that staff: wanted the Commission’s input on any
other mfcumanon they might: want o

Comnussmnel Spokely asked 1f all the attachments, all the correspondence
that came: m ‘me tmg notes and stuff has been submitted to us.

fPlanner Muuay_--iephed two letters were provided by Sarah Ann Ough and
are part’of the Commission information. He also noted that the applicant
provided mformatlon -regarding rights to the Herdal access. Also, after

._release of the: teport, the City received several letters from members of the

Si The Sipe family property is located in the area being
considered for the alternatives and responded due to the potential for some
of then pro; erty being affected.

Conmusswner Spokely asked if the two alternative access alignments would
affect the Sipe property.

Planner Murray replied that the alignments of both Alternatives would cross
UPRR property, property owned by the Auburn Recreation District, and
then property owned by the Sipe family.

Commissioner Spokely asked if it was appropriate to talk about the
information he would like for his review.



Planner Murray suggested doing so after public comment.

Commissioner Spokely asked for clarification on the action the Commission
would be taking tonight, and if it included action regarding the City’s
coordination efforts in talking with Placer County about the Newcastle
interchange improvements required as a mitigation measure.

Planner Murray commented that Council directed staff to pursue the issue of
the Newecastle interchange mitigation, and that the Commission’s
responsibility was to review the two access altematzves and provide a
recommendation to City Council. g

Commissioner Spokely commented that he would” like to talk about Item 1
and Item 5 in the staff report and whether the Cormmsszon could ask the
project engineer for information about those items.

Chair Snyder noted that the Comrriission could;ﬁsk for that int’&mation.

Commissioner Spokely: suggested 1nf01mat1on and plans that the project
engineer could provide to 1llustrate slopes’ and clades.

Planner Murray Iefened o UlﬂphICS being pr0v1ded and that the applicant
would be able to. descnbe the meImatlon and how it relates to the access
alternatlves R :

Chair- Snyde1 noted that he Wanted to insure that the information was
p10v1ded ina fashlon that th _cenelal public could understand it.

Chan Snyclei :'opened the public heaung and reviewed meeting procedures
for the pubhc “He noted the City Council’s direction to look at the two
alternate access pomts, and that input would be limited to access issues.

..f;:{;M1chael Otten, tesident of Auburn addressed the Commission. Mr. Otten
'sucoested that the best and main access should be via a dedicated
1nter_(_:h ngc.on Interstate 80.

Mr. Grant addressed the Commission, noting that his comments relate to
Alternatives 4 and 5.

Chair Snyder suggested that Mr. Grant address his comments as part of the
testimony later as part of the project.

Mr. Grant indicated he would speak later.

Stephen Des Jardins, the project applicant, addressed the Commission.



Mr. Des Jardins provided a presentation which addressed the following:

¢ He referred to an email sent to the Community Development
Department regarding his current legal access rights to Herdal Drive as
detailed by his title company.

. He noted the access rights dated to 1965 from the original owner
George Herdal.

. He reviewed the history of the access as it related to the Vista del
Valle subdivisions that were approved in the ‘70’s and ‘80°s.

*  He noted that his property was zoned in the “70’s for over 300 units.

*  He stated that he is only seeking approval of Plan Area 1 and the 270
units at this time, and that Plan Area 2 requlfes additional approvals by
the City. i

¢ He noted that his access rights to Hexdal Would not go away if
alternative access points were 1_e_qu1red for the project.

*  He noted that other access options were considered and evaluated in
the past, but discarded because they did not make sense.

. He noted that the Alternatives would result in steep siopes and require
at least 210,000 cublc yards of f1ll ‘resulting in about 15,000 dump
truck trips. : _

. With the Altematlves you lose 14 acres of open space, cut off access
to other open space; and negatlvely affect wildlife.

e  He noted the impacts:to the: Slpe farmly, not just with the loss of
plopelty, but the loss of beautlful views due (o the roadway that would
be-placed on then proper ty

U --He commented on the steep topography, with slopes greater than 30%
and: what that means f01 the roadway options.

: '::Chalr Snyder thanked the apphcant and commented that the applicant would
have a. ‘chance to comment on any questions that are brought up by the

h Leslie Slpe of 396 Baltlmore Road addressed the Commission. Ms. Sipe

“noted that she owns the property at 396 Baltimore Road, which has been in
her- farmly f01 over 150 years, and the she and her family are adamantly
opposed to the alternative access. She noted that every adult member of her
family submitted a letter to the Commission. Ms. Sipe noted that the new
alternatives would not only be taking a third at least of their property, but
would affect the most valuable part, which is the hill that has a view of the
Sacramento Valley and the Marysville Buttes, and that would rnin her
family’s heritage or legacy.

Bill Grant, 120 Awali Avenue, addressed the Commission. Mr. Grant noted
that the EIR considered and rejected Numbers 4 and 5, but felt that the EIR
should have considered three other options - Baltimore Road, Indian
Rancheria Road. and Indian Hill Road. Mr. Grant submitted a letter that



evaluated each of these three options, and then reviewed the three options
with the Commission. Mr. Grant also offered a suggestion that one of these
three options should be used as a substitute to the Werner Road access, as he
believes Werner road to be inadequate, awkward, unsafe, and a misguided
choice. He felt that Plan Area 2 would be better served with both an access
of Indian Hill Road and Herdal Drive, or in lieu of Herdal Drive. perhaps
option 4 or 5, if they are viable.

Kim Dahlin of 590 Rogers Way addressed the Commission. She stated that
she and her husband offered to tour the access options with Councilman
Hanley. Ms. Dahlin indicated her support of the Sipe’s situation, and stated
that City Council had previously stated that they would not condemn or use
eminent domain on anybody’s property. She’ Iioted that the Fire Chief
previously identified that Herdal would be the best access pomt A

Michael Sipe of 390 Baltimore Road addlessed the Commlssmn Mr. Sipe
recognized the issues that the Plannmcr Commission would bé stlugglmcr to
evaluate. He commented that the Herdal access is already in- place and
doesn’t require the taking of his famliy_ s:property or impacts to UPRR or
ARD property. Mr. Sipe noted that the process to acquire property would be
considerable. He stated that he did not thmk Mr. Grant’s option for using
Baltimore Road would be: v1able i

Chair Snyder. replied thank you next please don t be shy. Basically one
whack and the public comment. is’ ended so don’t let me do that if you want
to speak Come on up and take aseat. Yes sir.

Leonard Snuth of 12055 Norman ‘Lane addressed the Commission. Mr.
--Smith indicated he understood how the Sipes felt, but he doesn’t want to

j'é--"fhave his property and that of 39 other families, impacted by noise, traffic,

and danger on Herdal. He stated that the project raises safety, noise, and
traffic issues;. He expressed safety concerns for the roads that take access

off of Herdal:and questioned if stop signs were necessary. Mr. Smith
“commented that the plo_]ect isn’t 250 homes, but 750 homes, because that’s

‘what the full'project is. Given the number of trips per home, that’s a lot of
new traffic on Herdal, and that traffic will cause accidents. He questioned
sight lines at intersections along Herdal as well as for the driveway into the
small retail center located at the southwest corner of Herdal and Auburn
Folsom. Mr. Smith stated that he believed Pacific Street would provide
quicker access than Herdal.

Norman Chavez of 11985 Norman way addressed the Commission. Mr.
Chavez asked to have the information from staff in a timely fashion so that
he’d have a reasonable time to comment on it. He suggested that traffic
counts be provided. Mr. Chavez commented that the access being provided
applies to the whole project, not just Plan Area 1 as represented by the



applicant, and that’s something the Commission should consider. He
requested that the correspondence the City’s received be put on the website,

Tate Sipe of 390 Baltimore Road addressed the Commission. Mr. Sipe
addressed the alternatives and noted that they were far more dangerous than
the Herdal access since they would be constructed through very steep
terrain, resulting in steep grades and sharp curves. He also stated that he
doesn’t want his family’s property to be taken for the road.

Gary Koolhoff of 11965 Norman Lane addressed the Commission. He
noted that no one likes the Herdal access point, :but acknowledge that the
developer has the right to use Herdal. He suggested that the project will
impact the area in several ways, such as:traffic, and that the developer
should be responsible for addressing the project’s impacts.

Gina Wiskas of 10930 Oak View Terrace addressed the Commission. Ms.
Wiskas noted that her property was the very last property, before the bridge
and backs up to the railroad plOpCl'ty Ms Wlskas commented about the
following: S

. She thanked the Clty Councﬂ and Pianmnc Commission for looking at
other alternatives. =~

. She indicated she wasn t totaliy agalnst the project, though
development of Baltimore Ravme ‘and: the destruction of the natural
landscape would be the equwalent of Auburn’s “Avatar”.

e She expressed “that deveiopment through her backyard and the
backyards of her neighbors was unconscionable. She noted that the
Herdal extension would result in the removal of 27 trees behind her

s _-;__-__house that would be 1ep]aced by a 7°-8’ tall wall.

She noted that she’s taken care of the property in the right of way over
the'years.

She commented ‘that the Herdal extension, with noise and pollution

from school busses, city busses, garbage trucks, not to mention the

., constr uction noise creating the road and the bridge next to our property

“I - line, will forever alter her environment and that the proposal makes her
" feel yiolated.

L She feels that some access other than Herdal should be provided to
Baltimore Ravine, perhaps Pacific Street.

. She stated she understood that Herdal is a deeded road, but questioned
whether it was ever going to be constructed.

*  Regarding comments about circuitous roads, she noted that Auburn
has many such roads.

. She expressed concerns about lack of good visibility on Herdal, and
that Herdal is not an appropriate street for another 270 homes.

o  She concluded by stating that “Just because it’s easy, doesn’t make it
right”.




Chair Snyder inquired if anyone else wanted speak and closed Public
Hearing.

Chair Snyder asked the applicant to come forward and address issues raised
during in public comment.

Stephen Des Jardins, the applicant, responded to the following items:

. He noted that the project has three access points - Herdal, Werner and
the emergency access with Perry Ranch' Road; and that the
Herdal/Werner connector is a new east west thomughfaw that helps
emergency Crews. T

. He commented that only 270 umts w1th Plan Area 1 are being
considered now, and that Plan Area 2 will come back to the Planning
Commission and the City Councﬂ in the future. :

. He commented that having a master plan for the entire area is a good
thing, as it will help people such as the Sipes and others who’ve been
locked in the urban reserve area; . %

. He noted that a traffic study has been done and he’s confident about
the findings in the study o

. About the road plan, he’ clarified that the road alignment crosses
natural slopes of 30%; “but that thc road itself only has a maximum
slope of 15%. ' o e

. He agreed with Mlchael Slpes comment recrardmg safety and the 15%
._.road grades, in that it’s probably more than you really want to tolerate,
that it’s not as. safe or fast an‘access, and that you’d need to fill more to
reduce the: slopes further.

e The alternatlves are five times the length of the Herdal access.

e He noted that the Herdal access stays in the existing 60’ wide right-of-
way and doesnt go through any backyards. He commented that the
right- of—way has existed since 1965 and he simply wants to develop
a his plopcrty I‘if’htS on access and zoning for Plan Area 1.

e Regarding traffic at the Auburn Folsom/Herdal intersection, a
g sg:_.rcstripi'_ng’plan has already been developed to address the issue.

Chair Snydel thanked the applicant and brought the item back to the
Commission for deliberation.

Commissioner Spokely appreciated the topographic and slope maps that
were provided and asked if Alternatives 4 or 5 were impacting a new
watershed that wasn’t impacted with the original project. He commented
that the same question would hold true for other things, such as what
resource issues might be affected and what studies would need to be done.



Commissioner Spokely stated he was interested in a assessment by the Fire
Department of emergency response times. He wanted to know the
difference in response times for Alternatives 4 and 5, as well as for the
Herdal access, in order to have a basis of comparison between these access
points.

Chair Snyder requested that staff expand the information being provided to
the Commission to include the Herdal access, along with Alternatives 4 and
5, where appropriate. He noted that he didn’t think the Commission could
just narrow the comparison to Alternatives 4 and 5 because everybody wants
talk about Herdal at the same time. i

Commissioner Spokely agreed.

Commissioner Spokely commented that Altelnatlves 4 and 5 have bridges to
cross the UPRR. These create p0581ble attractive nuisances and would like
the Police Department to address this issue. Commissioner Spokely also
expressed that he thought the bndge and embankments for either alternative
would be visible from Auburn Folsom Road and requested a graphic of
some type that would illustrate what views of the alternatives would look
like driving up Auburn Folsom Road

Chair Snyder suggested a photograph W1th the brldge superimposed on it.

Commlssmnel Spokely requested that the net footpunt impact” be provided
for each option, 1de11t1fy1n0 the size of the area that impacted by the
footprmt of the 1mprovements as well as any features that might be
affected.’ ' i

o= -"'Plan'ne_z;.Mllri':ayf_esked for clarification about this information.

Commissio'ﬂeg Spoi{el_y_clal'ified that he wanted features such as creeks and

k- _culverts identified in order to better understand the impacts associated with

. '5:each access alt'eirnative.

Comnussmnez Spokeiy also asked for examples of grades for other roads in
Auburn, such as Indian Hill Road, in order to relate to the 15% grade
proposed with the alternatives.

Chair Snyder asked for an example of a 15% slope.

Planner Murray relayed that staff could provide examples of certain
common streets with representative grades.

Commissioner Spokely asked that information be provided in a way to show
an common relationship, such as acreages being related to the size of a



football field. He also wanted to understand the legal implications to the
City should the City select an alternative access given the applicant’s current
access to the property.

Commissioner Young expressed concerns about public safety and access
Alternatives 4 and 5 if the City were to take and condemn through eminent
domain. He requested to have legal counsel discuss the legal implications of
taking property when other access is available. Commissioner Young also
stated that he is very interested with what the Fire Chief and Police Chief
have to say again about access and response times. He requested that the
Fire Chief address NFPA 1700 standards 1egard1ng fire department response
times for Herdal and the other two options. '

Commission Snyder proposed the followmg motlon for Planning
Commission consideration: :

The Planning Commission directs staff to provide the information
for Alternatives 4 and 5 as identified in the February 1 staff report
and to provide the same information for the Herdal Drive access.
The Commission also directs staff to provide recommendations for
Alternatives 4 & 5 as well as_recommendations comparing
Alternatives 4 & 5 with! the Herdal Drlve access.

Commlssmnel Spokely seconded the motmn

Planner Murray clarlfzed whethe1 or not the motion was to include the
chstmction as mod1f1ed by the d1scussmn this evening.

.-Chair Snyde1 zephed that the motlon directed staff to provide comparisons
~and 1ecommendat10ns

Chair Snydé'i'- conclu'ded the meeting.
| ."':'.3P1anne1 Mmlay noted that the next meeting will be February 15, 2011.

Chalr Snydel adjomned the hearing.




